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FOREWORD

Considering the importancc of the cducative process, the paucity of
research on what actually happens in thc classroom is somewhat starfling;'
Typically, rescarch efforts have becn directed at the measurcment of
simple "'gain"”, in terms of achievement or of expressions of satisfaction
of students and teachers.

It must be admitted that the problems of classroom reaecarch are for-
midable: the problem of "controlling” the population entering the experi-
ment, the arduous task of training teachers to implement the "new" method,
the tremendous amount of time required for differences betwcen methods to
show up, the difficulty of measuring outcomes which are significant and,
as a crowning blow, the fact that after the results are in, no one can
say for sure what caused them. It is obvious that a brcakthrough is

needed in our concepts of designs for classroom research, and the researches
rcported herein represent such an effort.

The hunch we have played in designing the three experiments reported
here is that any valid learning or teaching principle that works on the
mac¥o level should also work on the micro level, if one can make a sharp
enough experimental design. Each experiment took only one or several days
of class time; the variables measured are sensitive ones; and the feedback
information is carefully pinpointed to get at the relatively simple objec-
tives of the experiment. The teacher, Mr. John Patrick, worked closely
with the researchers, planned the lessons with carc, and followed through
in the classroom in cxemplary fashion. Intelligent interest and under-
standing on the part of the teacher is, of course, an absclute essential
for such research; he is still the most influential factor in the classroom!

While the results are not entirely conclusive, they are as conclusive
as most cxperiments that work with the same variables over a period of a
year. However, I would like to bzlicve that the experiments do morc than
show how to get tke usual inconclusive effccts more efficiently. I hope
that they also point in a promising direction, and that they will encourage
others to take a fresh iook at what might be donc in classroom resczarch.

Herbert A. Thelen

University of Chicago
March, 1966
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PART 1

SUBGROUP EXPERIENCE IN TWO UNITED STATES HISTORY CLASSES:
ORGANIZATION OF STUDENT EFFORT AND THE PRODUCTION OF IDEAS

Keith Elkins
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BACKGROUI'D ANID PURPOSE

In a prior study done under the auspices of the Social

1

Sciciice Education Consortium,™ the researchers were interested

in investigating the effects of learning by incuiry in the social

2 They kegan by listing some of the assumptions

studies classroom.
underlying the model of inguiry for teaching developed by Thelen:3
“...that participation in subgroups gives students an opportunity
to try out (hence clarify) their ideas'...helps prepare students
to listen tc the ideas of others'...and increases confidence....
That through such interaction, and with increased confidence, the
student acquires: a) willingness and ability to formulate and
organize icdeas; b) a sense of commitment to the subject under
inguiry....And he develops a 'readiness' to make "a" and "b" above
manifest in class discussion, written reports, oral reports, or
other (classroom tasks).”

The researchers hypothesized that "...participation in

small groups tends to increase a student's (confidence) , regardless

P

of ability." They found confirmation for this hypothesis. 1In
addition they found evidence that subgroup interaction increased

student interest in working with friends. There wat also a greater

geneiration of both new ideas and a desire to get more information

on the assigned topic.
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Of these discoveries the generation of new ideas as a
result of subgroup participation wvas a provocative one. Subagroup
activity is characterized by freedom from teacher punishment
through criticism, implicit or explicit, of student contributions.
Perhaps students in subgroup activities will, as a result of that
freedom, generate their own ideas for investigaticn and exhibit a
greater commitment to that activity. If this assumpiion is cor-
rect, and the materials for confrontation are carefully selected,
participation in the subgroup would result in an increase in con-~
fidence and hence a greater "“readiness® to work.

Building on the fundamental assumption that activity in
the subgroup is a transition between private, individual investi-
gation of a problematic state and public, class~-wide inveétigation
of a general problem, the researchers designed an experiment to
study systematically the effects of three ways of organizing stu~
dent effort in the classroom. On the premise that working individ-
uvally, in subgroups, and in full-class session neatly comprised the
transition mentioned above, the researchers studied the relation«
ships between these three ways of organizing student effort and the
generation of student ideas for later investigation, a reguirement
they made common to all three conditioxns. They also studied the
relationships between the three ways of organizing student effort
and the satisfaction the students expressed in having keen so
organized. This, they felt, would allow them to draw conclusions
about a2 necessary connection between a subgroup's provision of
gratification and its stimulation of ideas.

Over a period of twelve calendar days {eight school days
spanning a four-4ay Thanksgiving holiday) the researchers gathered
data in two prefreshman U. S. history classes taught by Mr. John
Patrick in the University of Chicago Labkoratory School.4

The two classes, according to the teacher and the
researchers who observed them in action, were different. Class &,
which meets at 8:55 a.m., (immediately following on one day a week
~heir homeroom period in the same room with the same teacher) was
composed of nine girls and twelve boys. It had fewer students the
teacher called *"talented." 2mong the students in this class were

A
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Loz w0 readt at the (Lab school) fourth-grade level, and only two
210 read nt the level at which most in the other class read. Five
gstucdents in this class were newv to the Lab school this year, and

A EVPR) 'l

two weve vepeating their prefreshwman year. The rest fall into a

leescly defined category one might call "Lab School average.® iem-
bers o3 Class % asked few guestions when assignments were made to
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the whole ciass; tihey asked them individually as unanticipated dif-

ficulties arose during the course of the class period, or in concert
as unexpected impiications became clear at the end of a class period.%
Class A, wiih fewer students speaking impulsively or compulsively,

T TP

LS wore dozvrouws than the other class. They "cover the ground®

raster: twice during the time of the experiment they pulled ahead
of

RIS

the other class by as much as a full period. According to com- /
menits by the teacher, and observations hy the experimenters, members %
of Class A "listen to each other® and "huild" on each other's com- g
ments. They argued with each other and the teacher less than did
those in the other class. In short, Class A, better known to the
teacheor and easier to work with, was quieter, more deliberate, more
stabi2, more dependent, and less able than the other class.

The other class, called Class E, met the fifth period of
the day, from 12:10 to 12:50, and was composed of nine girls and
fourteen koys. It had a majority of students the teacher called
“talented.” There were fewer students who fell into the loosely
defiiied “Lab School average® category and none who read at the
(Lab School} fourth-grade level. Class E asked many questions at
the time assignments were made to the whole class but fewer than

T L R e Y T
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iass A once the students began the assignment. C(Class E was
vesthive: although there were four in this class who never spoke
at all, the rest never seemed to say all they wanted to. Members
cf Cl:.ss E, whken calied on, spoke as if no one had spoken before

them; that is, each made his point without reference to previous
ccanents. (Class E, then, was noisier, more impulsive, more volatile,
more cempetitive, and more able than Class A.
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“ith a tape recorder and two cquestionnaires,* the
reseaichars Hhserved boith classes on three consecutive school days
beiore =i Thoalsylving holiday and five days after. The post-
n22ting reaction wrestionnaire (PIR) was designed to measure stu-
dentc.’ satlafaction with classroom act1V1t1es.5 The idea guestion-
naire was dasicgned 1o tiece the origin in space and time of the
studonts' ideas £oxr rfurther investigation.6 The tape recordings
warn intanied o provide, 1f necessary, information concerning:

&) pertinasnt oecher or student verbal behavior; b) teacher com-
mewts, .iotuor snnpertive or punitive, regarding student behavior
cno23nss oarforsance; rad ) ctudent questions regarding the
nature of he aossigrment.,

Daring the first few minutes of the first day, as a part

of bhis introd otion Lo “he unit on political aspects of U. S. terri-

tosizl expoznuion avter the colonial period, the teacher explained
in some de’.oll the idea questionnaire: what it was for and how it
was o be vse2d. Then he asked if there were any cuestions and
answricd those that were asked. The plan, he said, was that the

strdents vonlid first spend a few class periods working individually,

r2adiiy Yo Other Thite en’ and recording ideas that occurred to

their on the idea’ questionnaire, vhich they were to keep with them
ceatiauously until asked to hand it in. Later on during the time
Gevoted to the uni”z, he explained, they would select one of their

racordad ideas, do documantary research in relation to it, and write

the resulie in an essay. In addition to the rest of the first day,
Class 2 spent all of the next, and Class E most of the next two
Gays reading the nove. At the end of the first and second days,
the PHR was administered to both classes, but to neither class at

a . - »
Toth classes were reminded several times

the end -of tha +hixd.
duriy this pericd Lo keep a running account of their ideas as they

octurred, =72n drring the holidav.

ol
e

Raproduectini:is of the questionnaires are appended.
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On the following I‘onday, by which time students were to

have finished vo Other "hite i‘en,; both classes found their classroom

arvanged for sukgroup activity: tables had heen placed to accommo-
date grouns of up to five persons. ‘‘ithout instruction, class mem-
2 The
teacher then distriluted copies of the instructions for the work

bers arranged themselves ir grouns of three to five members,

to ve done in the suhoroups: they were to select a chairman and
recorder anc then list all the cuestions they could think of that
met the standards included in the instructions that had been given
them.* At the end of the period thev were again reminded of the
idea questionnaire, told that thev could add ideas suggested to
them by their subgroun's list of cuestions, and then administered
the PMR.

The fifth, sixth, and seventh days were devoted in whole
or in part to a critical analysis in full-class Giscussion of the
guestions generated in the subkgroups the previous day. During the
first few minutes of the fifth day students vere helped.to recognize
that the standards used in the subgroups' iisting of questions could
be used in full-class evaluation of all guestions, which the teacher
had compiled into a master list overnight. Both classes then con-
sidered whether the cquestions on their master list should be
accepted, changed and then accepted, or rejected as unsalvageable.
At the enéd of the few minutes devoted to this activity on the fifth

o day, the teacher assigned the students, as homework the task of com-
tinuing the jok begun in class, i.e., evaluating the remaining ques-
tions and recording suggested changes; but he did not administer
the PFR to them.10 At the end of the sixth day, which was wholly
devoted to the critical analysis of the guestions, the PMR was
administered to hoth classes. Several times during the sixth and
seventh days (the latter devoted to the same activity), the students
were told that they could add to their own idea questionnaires,
ideas suggested to them by the cuestions on the approved master
list. Toward the end of the seventh day, they were told to select
one of the ideas listed on their own idea guestionnaire, label it

* p reproduction of the instruction sheet is appended. ' ;




as the one selected, and band in the cuestionnaire. Then the Pr R
was administered.

On the eighth day of data-gathering, the teacher spent
a few minutes in each class eliciting from the students specula~
tiocns about what their next step shoulé te. Ee then launched them
into individual research, calling attention to primary and secondary
sources 1in the roomr as well as mentionin¢ the resources of the
library. At the end of the period he administered the PFR once
again.

The students in each class, then, vocrked under three con-
ditions of classroom organizaticn of student effcrt: individually,
in subgroups, and in full-class session. ‘These three conditions -
or treatments - constituted the independent variable in this study.
General satisfaction, as measured by the PNR, was intended as one
of the dependent variables. Production of ideas, as recorded on
the idea questionnaire, is the other dependent variable.

The design of the study lends itself to two general ques-
tions: {('hat are the differences in general satisfaction, as
reported on the PMR, among the several conditions? 1hat are the
differences in production of ideas, as recorded on the idea ques-
tionnaire, among the several conditions? DBecause the differences
in dependent variable measures were also discovered to be a function
of the observed differences between classes, these cuestions will
be rephraseé¢ for investigation.

l. What are the differences in general satisfaction
betveen classes when students work individually?

2. 'hat are the differences in general satisfaction
between classes when students work in subgroups?

3. %Yhat are the differences in general satisfaction
between classes when students work 1in full—-class
session?

4, Vhat are the differences in producticn of ideas
between classes when students work in subgroups?

5. What are the differences in production of ideas
between classes when students work individually?

2. IPRPEe )
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Yhat are the differences in production of ideas
between classes when students work in full-

class session?

Vhat are the differences in general satisfaction
and production of ideas among the several con-

ditions?

b raidd el
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TXANIFATION AND IMTERPRETATION OF DATA

This stucy was primarily designed to show relationships
amcng the three conditicns of organization of student effort and
the dependent variahles, general satisfaction and production of
ideas. DIecause of the uncontrolled effect on dependent variakle
reasures by the observed differences between classes, however, the
data will be examineda for answers to the following general Gues-
tions: ‘hat is the rature of the pre-existent difference between
classes? vhat effect does this difference, in combination with
treatment, have on the production of ideas? With this in wind, one
may examine Table 1 below for answers to guestions 1, 2, and 3 in
the preceding section.

T2RLE 1.

POSITIVE RESPONSES NADE BY STUDENTS IN CLASS A AMND CLASS E TO
FIVE QUESTIONS ON TEE POST-NMEETING REACTION QUESTIONNAIRE (Fi)P)

ORGANMIZATION

DAY ACTIVITY CF . STUDENT CLASS SATISFACTION PMR QUESTIONS#
EFFORT 2 3 4 5 6

1 Intro to Unit Individual A 75 100 100 95 90
Reading of PBook E 75 100 91 71 63

Reading of Dook Individual 2 100 100 100 1C0 90
12 68 100 100 86 75

Generation of subgrouns A 62 86 76 71 81

Questions E 81 86 90 86 86

Fvaluation of Full-class A 89 95 79 84 79

Questions E 22 24 61 44 61l

Cenerated

Evaluation of Ffull-class A 53 100 100 83 83

Questions and E 8l 100 67 76 67

Selection of

Idea

Beginning cof Individual A 63 100 88 88 88

Investigation - E 57 100 86 62 71
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* PMR QUESTIONS:
2. How dié vou feel the activity was today?

3. How clearly did vou understand what the activity :
vas all about? |

4. Bov satisfied were vcu with your participation
in the activity?

5. During hcow wmuch of the time did you feel that the
opporturnity existed for you to participate in the
activity?

6. "hen you particimated, how often did you say or
dc what you reallv wanted to?

Takle 1 shows: 1) the days on which the PMR was adminis-
tered; 2) the nature of the activity engagel in by hoth classes on
eacii of these days; 3) the way student effort was organized on each
day; 4) the class; and 5) the percentage of positive responses,
in each class separately, to the cuestions asked on the PﬁR.ll

The first and fundamental observation to be made in view
of the data in Table 1 is that the two classes seem to respond Jdif-
ferently to questions on the P¥R. Rank order correlation coeffi+«
cients between the classes' percentages of positive responses to
each guestion on the PR were computed with the following results:

PMR
QUESTION rhe

2 a 0 & & O > N 0 & 8 0 8 0 O “047

300000006000000 095

4 a0 0 & o0 & 0 & 0 % &8 0 0O 049

5 o & © & & o 0 O O & D " B O 004

6 44 0 0 0 O 8 0000 O s B8 016
Only one of these coefficients, that representing the classes’
understanding of what the dailv activities were all about, is sig-
nificant at the .05 level. Yone of the other coefficients
approaches significance, supporting the observation that the two

classes seem to respond differentlyv to the PMR questions.

In response tn a glokal indicator of satisfaction with
the activities engaged in day by day (PMR cuestion 2), the two
classes showed a tendency to respond positively on altogether dif- ;
ferent days, possibly to altogether different ways of organizing

il ol
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student effort. In keeping with this tendency, it will be noted
in Table 1, Class A moved from a percentage of positive response
approximately ecual to that of Class E on day ?, (best character-
ized relative to the followinag day bv confusion as the new unit vas
introcduced) to its highest percentage of vositive response to this
dquestion or: dav 2, which was devoied to a continuation of the
activity intreduced the nrevious dey. Class F, on the cther hand,
moved hardly at 211. It should ke noted that while day 2 was the
day of Class A's highest nercentacc of rositive response to this
aquestion when students weorked alone, Class E attained its highest
rercentages of pocitive response on day 4, vhen students worked in
subgroups without teacher intervention, and on day 7, students
engaged in a full-class discussion invelving much pupil-pupil
interaction.

In the interests of coherence. consideration of the data
representing responses to PMR cuestion 3 will be postponed, and the
data concerning PMR cuestion 4 will be discussed. Two helpful
observations may be educed from the responses to PMR question 4:
How satisfied were you with your participation in the activity?
First, in response to day 4, the subgroup dav, Class A manifested
less satisfaction with their participation - absolutely - than did
Class I, a difference particularly noticeable in view 0f Class E's
okservable tendency to use all scales more negatively. This obser-
vation, along with the implicaticns of those in the paragraph above,
suggests that Class E, far more than Class A, preferred free-
wheeling pupil-pupil interaction. The second observation to be
educed adds more. In response to days 6 and 7, devoted to pupil-
pupil interaction leavened by teacher direction, students in Class
2 manifested far more satisfaction with their participation than
éd¢id those in Class E. These observations, together with those made
in connection with how the students felt the activity was each day,
suggest rather clearly an interpretation consonant with the observed
differences between classes: Class E, more able and impulsive than
Class A, derived greater satisfaction than did Class A from activi-
ties characterized by an abundance of student interaction and an

absence of teacher direction.

i
:
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Conclusions suggested by examining responses to PMR question 5,
(During how much of the time did vou feel the opportunity existed
for you to participate in the activity?) were in keeping with this
interpretation. In this column the observer's eye falls first on
the percentages of positive responses made on day 4, the subgroup
day. Class A manifested an abrupt decline in its estimation of
opportunities for participation on this day. Class E, on the other
hand, showed as many positive responses on this day as on day 2,
the cther day showing high positive response. More to the point,
however, is the observation that in the percentages of positive
responses to this question, this day ranked last for Class A and
first for Class E (along with day 2). These observations and com-
parisons made between the remaining figures for the two classes in
this column, lend themselves to interpretation as follows: Gener-
ally when all is ordered - when the risk is lowest - Class A found
the opportunity tc participate; only when all is free - when the
risk is highest - ¢id Class F f£ind the greatest opportunity to par-
ticipate.

Support for an interpretation of this kind is found in
the column under PMR question 6: then you participated, how often
did you do or say what vou really wanted to? It is noted first
that members of Class A did or said what they really wvanted to rela-~
tively less often on all days devoted to discussion, whether in sub-
groups or in full-class session, than they did on days devoted to
individuel work. That is, on days when there was lecast opportunity
to do or say anything at all to anyone else (days 1 and 2), they
reported most often that they dié or said what they really wanted
to. Members of Class E, on the other hand, reported most often
that thev did or said what they really wanted to on day 4, the sub-
group day.

In response to a global guestion concerning how they felt
the activity was each day, students in the two classes showed a
slight tendency to respond positively on altogether different days,
sometimes to altogether different ways of organizing student effort.
To questions having to do with their opportunities to participate

as they really wanted to, students in the two classes tend to respond

oniee 1
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in absolutely unrelated ways. To another question concerning their s

satisfaction with their participation, the classes showed a slight
tendency to respond positively on the same days, which may be seen
as reflecting the class members' satisfaction with themselves as
well as an objective assessment of their participation's worth to
the class as a whole. All four of these questions tapped a feel-
ing of responsiveness to what went on in the classroom day by day;
also elicited are responses that seem quite clearly to differen-
tiate between the classes. Tocgether those provide the substance
for interpretations.

An intervretation consistent with all the suggestions
made above, and explicative of the differences observed hetween
the classes, can be made in terms relating to a belief in oneself
and ona's abilities. In this connection Class L responded more
positively ~ absolutely - than did Class 2 to questions on day 4,
when the teacher, except for prearranging tables, provided vir-
tually no direction over what the students did. It will also bhe
noted that Class A registered either its lowest {gquestions 4 and
5) or second-lowest (questions 2 and 6) daily percentages on day 4,
the subgroup day, while Class E registered its highest percentages
in response to questions 2, 5. and 6, and a high percentage in
response to question 4 on that day.

These observations, along with all the others, suggested
the following interpretation of the differences between classes
as manifested in the post-meeting reaction cuestionnaire, i.e.,
(PIYR) . In the absence of maintained authoritative structure,
there were no clear-cut expectations according to which members of
Class A can prejudge the acceptability of their participation;
there were only the unpredictable, hence threatening, reactions of _
other students. Constrained - inhibited - in fear of the conse- :
quences of participation in the absence of adult control, they
reported less general satisfaction and find fewer opportunities
to participate. Members of Class B, on the other hand, suffered
neither the fear nor the conseqguent constraint of Class A members,
but instead, felt only the impulse to self-expression. An& when .

SR LR P PR

their impulses were restrained by the exercise of classroom
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authority, thev reported less general satisfaction and find fewer :
opporturnities to particaipate.

Two considerations of the data in Table 1 remain: the
precipitant "drop" in <he percentages of positive responses made
by Class E to all cuestions on day ¢: and the disconcerting equality
between the percentages of pesitive rosponses made by both classes
to question 3 day Ly Jdav.

The drop in Cless E's percentages of positive responses
to all five cguestions on dey 6 was coincident with disciplinary
comments made Ly the teacher on that dey, both to individuals in
the class and the clagcs as a wiwole. This coincidence lead to two

observations. %he diop in reported satisiaction and understanding

C
on a day of disaiplinary comment ~ scclding, if you will - demon-
strated that the PMR successfully recorded changes in classroom
climate and ccnsequent student reaction. Second, the drop demon-
strated rather dramatically that the effect of disciplinary com-
ments in the classrocm was not limitad to the elimination of inap-
propriate behavior., One might ask, for example, what the relation-
ship was between such disciplinary comments and students' capacity
to comprehend the nature cof subject-matter problems, or solutions,
prescnted to them. What were the effects of such coaments when
directed at irc¢ividuals and when directed at the class as a whole?
Were students not singled out atfected by such comments dirccted
at others in the classroom? IUlcw? These guestions, though provoca-
tive, were tangential to the present study.

In connecticn with the oObservation that both classes seem
to have understocd remarkably and egually well what their daily
activities were about (PMR guestion 3) - a tribute tc their teacher
that makes the task of interpretation more difficult -~ one should
note the "dip" in such unnderstanding on day 4, the subgroup day.
The dip may be explained in terms relating to the nature of the
activity on that dav. Gathering in subgroups of three to five mem-

bers around prearrangyed tables, the students were given copies of
instructions to bhe followed and told to go to work. The teacher
parried questions about what was to be done by referring students :
to the dittoed instructions. The students, then, had to proceed }




as pest they couldé without furthcer help or reassurance from the

teacher. This explanation raiscd some additional tangential specu-
lation: what were the effects on studont understanding when
instructions were given personally, by thc tecacher for example, and
when they were given impersonally on a picce of paper perhaps?

To be remembered here, however, is that except for day 6
as described above the two classes under consideration exhibited
no perceptible diffcrence in understarding what their daily activi-
ties were all about. This significant similarity stands in sharp
contrast to the differences betweoen classces in their responses to
other PMR guestions, which had to do gqcnerally with how they felt
about the activity and their participation in it, and suggests that
guestion 3 may have becn tapping something quite different from
that which was taoppud by the other cuestions. That is, while the
other four questions involve much the same general thing, satis-
faction, question 3 did not involve anything that could be made
to look like an index to satisfaction.

While the othur cuestions elicited responses exclusively
indexing affective reactions to the daily activity, question 3
elicited responses that had as much to do with cognitive reactions
as they had with affcctive reactions. Though susceptible to change
as a function of negative affoctive rcactions, as on day 6, when
precoccupation with whatever feclings resulted from the teacher's
criticism may have precluded understanding of what the activity
was all about, this guostion more dircctly tapped the students’
understanding of what the teacher cexpected thom to accomplish each
Gay. That is, it mcasured the extent to which they understood
what was rcquired of them from having cngaged in the activity.
This can c¢xplain the remarkable similarity of responses to this
guesticon betweon classcs, whilce on the other hand they responded
so diffcrently on mcasurcs of general satisfaction?

In the preceding discussion the PR measures of satis-
faction, incorporated in the original design of the study as a
dependent variakle, have becen usced as an index to tne nature of
differences that existed betwecn the two classes prior to treatment.
Ermploycd so, the PR has bacen used as if it were a measure of an
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indcpendent variable. This is as it should have been; for it is
clear that whatcver the dependent variakle is, it depends on both
the way student c¢ffort was organized and the differences alrecady
existent between classes. It is now as if one were studving the
differences in the production: of ideas under the several conditions
of organization of student cffort and the extent to which thc
classcs can ke said to fecl confident in their ability to partici-
pate when so organizecd,

Somc cmendation is required bafore data on the production
of ideas can be considered. Class A produced the second-largest
(23%), Class E the largest (32%), pcrcentage of their total produc-
tion of ideas on day 7. This e¢fflorescence of crcativity can be
attributed to an announcement by the teachcr on that day that stu-
dents werce to selcct onc idea for investigation, labiel that idea
on the idea guestionnairc as the one selcected, and hand in the
questionnaire. Though such a finding provokes interesting and per-
haps relevant guestions about thce relative cffectuality of "inter-
nal" and "external® motivation of students, it cannot be used.
Because of the uncontrollcd, hence incalculable, effect of such a
requirement in the context of the studyv as designed, data for day 7
will be left unconsiderc&; 2Also lcft unconsidered is the data for
day 8, since the ideas recorded on the day (after students had met
the requirement mentioned above) cannot be related to any one of
the three conditions under. study. For the same reason, data for
day 5, devoted to an altogether unrclated activity, will not be
considered. Tinally, because Class A mct for only a part of the
period on the third day and then left for an assembly, while Class
E met for the whole rericd on that day, data for day 3 will have
to be deleted as well.

These deletions leave data tabulated as follows:
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TABLE 2

POSITIVE PMR RESPOMSES AND MUMBER AMD PHRCENTACE OF
IDEAS PROCUDED 1Y STUDENTS IN CLASS ¢ AND CLASS E

ORGANIZATION SATISTACTION PRODUCTION
DAY ACTIVITY OF STUDENT CLASES PMR QUESTIONS OF IDEAS
EFFORT PA 3 4 5 6 No. %
i 1 Intro to Individual A 75 100 100 95 90 7 42
. Unit
; Reading E 73 100 91 71 63 6 22
] of Book
2 Reading Individual A 100 100 100 100 90 3 18
g of Rook T 68 100 100 86 75 2 7
- 4 Generation Subgroups A 62 86 76 71 81 6 35
of Questions E Sl 86 90 96 86 12 44
6 Evaluation Full class A 89 95 7% 84 79 1 6
of Questions
Generated E 22 24 61 44 61 7 26

Table 2 shows: 1) the day; 2) the activity engaged in
bv both classes on cach day: 3) the way student effort was organ-
ized on cach day; 4) the class; 5) the percentage of positive
responses to each of the PMR quustions on cach day; 6) the numbex
of idcas ecach class produccd cach dav; and 7) the daily percentage
of the total number of ideas cach class produced on all four days.

Table 2 shows that Class A produced the largest number
of ideas on day 1, the day thc unit was introduced and reguirements
were explainceé before individual work began. Class B, on the othex
hand, produced the largest number of ideas on day 4, the subgroup
day. These obscrvations scem consistent with the previously dis~
cussed differences between classcs. Class A shows a tendency to
produce more idecas in response to uxpectations clearly explained
and structurc authoritatively imposcd. Class E produces more ideas
when the restraints imposeé by such structure are absent.

It is instructivc to note, however, that the diffcecrence
between the number of ideas produced on days 1 and 4 in Class A is
less than that betwcen days 4 and 2 and days 4 and 6. That is,
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despite the relative dearth of satisfaction derived from day 4,
Class A did producc a number of ideas nearly cdual to that produced
on the more satisfying day 1, and many more than on the more satis-
fying days 2 and 6. This obscrvation makes possible a suggestion
that nmembers of Class A, even though rclatively unsatisfied with
day 4 and their participation in the activity that day, find them-
selves stinulated to the production of idcas on that day.

Using satisfaction as measurcd by the PR as a dependent
variakle, this study offe¢rs some support for the hypothesis that
participation in subgroups tends to facilitate the gencration of
new idcas, regardless of reportced satisfaction. The hypothesis
requires further testing, however, for as the present study reveals,
the relationshiv is affected to an unknown degree, and in an unknown
way, by quality differences butwecen the two classes studied here.

The design of this study did not take into account the
obscrved differences botween classes. It should have, for it is
clcar that the relationship between the way student cffort is organ-
ized andé the production of ideas was affccted by that character-
istic that differcntiated the two classes prior to treatmwment. The
design of the study did not sufficiently make comparable the con-
ditions undcr study, nor did it include provisions for precise data
collection. It should have, for it is cgually clear that much that
might have bcen learned has been lost with the data nhecessarily
deleted. .

What can be concluded? It now seems clear that any gen-
eral conclusion soncoerning subgroup production would need to specify
both mode of organization and rclevant characteristics of the indi-
viduals in the groups =~ perhaps thc nature of their talk as well.
But there is some evidence here to indicate that participation in
subgroups gave studcnts in both classes an opportunity to grasp
conceptually and clarify vcrbally the nature of their private
experiences with a bool xcad individually. For Class E there is
the clear suggesticn that production of idecas covaries with freedom
of participation. fThat is, morc ideas are produced when Class E's
cffort is organized with a high degree of pupil-pupil interaction

and with little or no tcacher control. Class A, howcver, shows a
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tendency to produce more ideas when pupil-pupril interaction is at

a minimum, teacher control at a maximum. But Class A produced many
ideas on day 4 as well, showing also - but less clearly than Class

E - a tendency to produce idc¢as when pupil-pupil interaction is high
and teacher control lcw.

These conclusions, as well as earlier interpretations,
sugdgest that differences hetween classes could well be conceptual~-
ized in terms of group standards: cooperation in Class A, for exam-
ple, and competition in Class F. And they could be simultancously
considered in terms of preponderating individual characteristics:
self-confidence, for exampl., low in Class A and high in Class E.
Doing so -~ that is, making hypotheses about the nature of the dif-
ferences between groups - allows one then to consider the effect
of group and personal conditions in combination on whatever ends
he hopes to achieve. For the practitioner, this means changing
tactics on the basis of continuing observation - observation that
makes obsolescent the practices that made it possible. For the
theoretician, this means changing strategy on th: basis of experi-
mental contingency ~ contingency that makes superstitious the
beliefs that made it wviable. Both methods and theories are "right"
only as long as it takes to gather infcrmation clearly suggesting
their successors.

FPILOGUE

This study has made clear the need for identifying the
characteristic that varies with diffcrent ways of organizing stu-
dent effort in the classroom. It is suggested that what varied as
students worked under the several cenditions of this study was the
agency exercising control. Though in all three conditions the
teacher exercised control over what the students were expected to a
accomplish, the control of how students were to behave to get it

accomplished chanaged hands, reverting on day 4, for example, to
another agency - the subgroup. That is, the teacher relinguished
his control of student behavior on day 4 to whatever mechanisms
operate in the swall group to ceontrol behavior therein.
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To accorplish a rceouired task, students in the classroom
may ke governed by threce possib:le agencies: the individual, the
subgroup, and the teacher, although this study did not use all

-mi

three in thoir pure form. For example, the teacher may make clear
the nature of an essignment - cxnlain the task to be accomplished -~

ané say no more. This would permit each student to choose his own

N I 2

work methods. This condition rcquires that the tcacher at the same
time somchow neuvtralize any residuum of expectation regarding
behavior from preceding davs. Or, he may prearrange the tables as
was done in this study, make clear the nature of the task to be

accomplished, and savy no moie, allowing the mechanisms operative

PRIV R AT

in a small group to determine studentg' work methods. Or, after
making clear the nature of the task to be accomplished, he may him-
self control the way students tehave to get the job done by such
. means ag a class discussion, even if “indirectly” controlled.
This study zlsc madc clecar the need for controlling aif-
ferences among students whose efforts are to be organized. 2 way

to do this is to offer the students a choice, such as allowing
ther to choose the organizational mode they preferred to work in.
Based in part on how each student perceives himself and his ability !
to profit from participation in the alternatives offered, such a
choice would then be a function of the differences among students,
hence providing thce cxperimenter with the necessary control over
such @ifferences. 2 seconé measure, that of prcdispositions rela-
| = tive to control, could ke uscd as & check on the direction of
o choicc; hence validating overt choice as a function of differences
| { among choosers.

A

vhat is suggestcd is a study in which control and prefer- :
ence, as independent variabkles, are invoked in such a way that the
effcects of those variailces in combination could be studied for

ko their effects on such desirable ends as satisfaction for the student
. and production of ideas.




NOTES

This study was begun with the counsel of Herkert A. Thelen,
Professor of Education, The University of Chicago, and principal
investigator under the grant from SSFC. It was completed with
the coopcration ané helr of Fr, Jchn Patrick, teachcr in The
University c¢f Chicago Laboratory Schools, and liss Sandra EBecich,
student in The University of Chicago College.

The carlier study ("sSubgrcup Ixperience in Two United States
jistory Classes: OQOrganization of Student Lffort and the
Development of Confidence") was carrie¢ out and written by
Martha Porter.

Both studies, concerned with answering in methodological terms
questions akout social studies education; were designed to test
assumptions undcrlying Herbert A. Thelen's model of inguiry for
teaching. This medel picturcs cducation by incuiry in phases:
1) confrontation, with material selected and arranged for arou-
sal in the student of a "problematic state"; 2) emergence into
awareness, of the nature of the problem induced; 3) collection
of testimony, from students, preparatory to the formulation of
problems for investigation: 4) conducting of investigation,
toward solution of the problems formulated; 5) organization,
of firdings, and report; and 6) reformulaticn, of issues joined
by a comparison of findings and prior knowledge.

In The University of Chicago Laboxatory Schools, there is no
eighth grade. Stuvdents ge from the seventh grade to their
freshman year in high school: hence the adjective prefreshman.

The post-mceting recaction cuestionnaire, a reproduction of which
follows thesc notes, includced gucstions students usually did not
answer. For this rcason, cguestions 7 and 8 were not used.

A reproduction c¢f the ideca questionnaire follows these notes.
Because of the questionnaire's complexity ~ and the confusion
caused by its insufficiency for usc as days were subtracted

from and added to the coxperiment's calendar ~ students werec con-
sistently able only to report the day on which their ideas
occurreéd to them. Even this reguired further explanation dur~
ing the latter days of the cxperiment, since spaces on the
questionnaire did not correspond any loncer to the calendar day.

This novel was intended as a confrontation used at the begin-
ning of an inquiry into the territorial cxpansion of the United
States after the Revoluticnary War. Mo Other white llen was
written by Julia Davis.

Cn day 3, Class A spent only a few minutes in the classroom
before leaving for a school-wide assembly.

PREIE R
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Because takles had Leen so prearranged and students told to
seat themselves as thev wished during the earlier experiment,
no instruction haé to be given on day 4. Students arranged
themselves in subgroups according te their own preferences
without comment from the teacher. This voluntery association
in subgrouns adds & dimension to this experiment not studied,
If it can ke assured,; for example, that the groups were formed
ae they might have been on the Lasis of a sociometric instru-
ment; one right ask what cffects this voluntary association
hac on the measures of satisfaction and idea production.

The PBIR was not administered on day 5 because each class had
a visitor wlic spoke for the remainder of the period on an unre-
lated topic.

DPays 3 and 5 hav: been deleted from Takle 1l: day 3 because
Class 2 met for only a part of the pericd while Class E met
for the whole pericd; day 5 because it was devoted to an alto-
gether unreleted activity in both classes.

Positive response ig defined as one appearing in eitiier of the
two spaces farthest to the right in both four-choice and five-
choice questions. See the reproduction of the PMR on the fol-
lowing page.
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Name Teacher :
Period Date %
l. Today's activity was individual work subgroup discus- 5
sion class discussion other.
il

‘ ; f 2. How did you feel the activity was today?

| 7 f no good ' poor all right good excellent

3. How clearly did you understand what the activity was all about?

not at all Vaguely pretty wvell ©perfectly

‘ ) 4, How satisfied were vou with your participation in the activity? %

[ | really disappointed rather dis~ fairly well really .
| or discouraged appointed satisfied delighited
and pleaseG

5. During how much of the time did you feel that the opportunity
existed for you to participate in the activity?

| ? ; nevey rarely some of most of the time always
‘ f the time

6. When you participated, how often did you do or say what you
really wanted to?

never rarely some of the time most of the time always

‘ :'; 7. Vhat was the best thing that happened?

| /? 8. What was the worst thing that happened?

i T

IToxt Provided by ERI
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CUIDE I'OP SUBGROUP ACTIVITY

Purpose of Today's fubgroun Zctivity - To compile a list of accept-
able gquestions that have szometiing to do with the topic, Fxtending
United States Covernment to lew Territcrizl Possessions.

PR oy S Y

Instructions for Todav's Subgroup Activitsy ;

l. Each subgrour should choose a chairman and a recorder.
It is the chairman’s job to start discussion and to keep the _
discussion relevant. ]

It is the recorder's jok to keep a written record of the gues-
tions that the groun selects as acceptable. This list of

acceptakle questions suould be handed in to the teacher at the
end of the period. The names of 21l group members should be *
signed under the list of questions. a

2. Following are some standards that may help vou to decide which E
guestions are acceptable ané which questions are not acceptable.

a. The guestion must be relevant.

b. The guestion must not be to¢ broad in sccpe. For example, ]
the question, how did the United States acquire new ter- :
ritorial possessgions, is toc broad. By contrast the gues-
tion, *How did the United States acguire the Oregon ter-
ritory?"” is more narrow and focuses on only one aspect of
the broad cuestion of United States territorial expansion.

c. The question must bhe one to which an answer can be easily
and readily found. Focr examwple, the cuestion, "How did
the United ftates acguire the Oregcon territory?” can be
answered readily anéd easily througl reading and interpret-
ing many available primary ond sccondary sources. 5y con-
trast, the guestion, "iould the United States have retained
possession of the Louisiana territory if all the Indian
tribes had handled together in a confederation; allied with
hostile Luropean nations, to fight the United States?" is
not capable of being ancswered exactly and is inappropriate.

maital

d. The guestion must be precise and easily understandable, not
vague anéd inccherent.




PART II

SUBGROUP EXPERIENCE IN TWO UNITED STATES HISTORY CLASSES:

ORGANIZATION OF STUDENT EFFORT AND THE DEVELOPMENT OF READINESS

Martha Porter and Keith Elkins
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BACKGROUND AND PURPOSEY

An important scgment of Thelen's model of inguiry for
teaching calls for interaction of students in subgroups.2 The
fundamental assumption of the researchers in this study was that
the subgroup is a milieu which provides for transition from individ-
ual, nrivate concerns to understanding of and public commitment to
topics to be investigated by the whole class. Collateral assump--
tions were that participation in self-chosen subgroups 1) gives

students an opportunity to try out, hence clarify, their ideas;
2) helps prepare them to listen to the ideas of others; and 3)
increases their confidence. Further assumptions were that through
such participation, and with increased confidence, the students
tend to acquire the willingness and ability to formulate and organ-

[T LN TR

ize ideas, anéd a sense of commitmen. to the subject under inguiry.
Concomitantly, it vias acsumed; that students would develop a
“readiness” to makce these accuisitions manifest in class discussion,
written reports, oral reports, or other activities which they had

nathonn St s

selected or had bhcen assigned to carry out.

The rescarchers vere concerned in this experiment with
the development of recadiness to undertake the writing of an essay ‘
on a topic assigned by the teacher. Theyv studied the relationship é

between student participation under two modes of classroom organi~- f
zation of effort, and the development of readiness as reported by
the students participating. They also studiéd the extent to which
students reported satisfaction after having worked in subgroups.
The experiment considered here covers two consecutive
class periods during October, 1964. Two prefreshman U. S. history

classes were used,3 and 4 The first of these classes, (Class A, had ;

21 members (2 girls, 12 boys) and met daily from 8:55 am to 9:40 am.
The second, Class E, had 23 members (9 girls, 14 boys) and met




daily from 12:10 pm to 12:55 gm. The work of both classes - reading,

topics for discussion, etc. - was parallel.

uring the course of date analysis, indications that there

might be marked differences ketween Class 2 anéd Class E were dis-

covered. Conversation wit!l tr. Patrick confirrmed the suspicion that

the researchers were considering two distinct populaticns. 2ccoré-
ing to Mr. Patrick, Class 2 had¢ some students with lower IN's and
very few with exceecdingly hich I0's. Four or five students were
taking elementary schocl arithmetic. Six students were new to the
Lak school. Class A was not very verkal arnd tended to be slightly
rassive. The class alsc tended to be homogeneous; that is, there
were no visible factions or clicues.

Class E presented a different picture. Class E contained
a number of students with very high IQ's and no students with low
IQ0's. 8ix or seven students were taking advanced math. Fone cf
the students were new to the Lak school, and students in this class
had formed various factions and cligues. These students were very

verbal and apparently eager to "shine" before their classmates and
the teacher.

{
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PROCEDURE

Several days prior to their meeting in subgroups, cn the
first of the two davs covered by the cxperiment, students ir both
classes received a packet of documcents pertaining to the American
Rebellion.* prom a clearly wvorded, d&’ttoed study guide which accom-
panied@ the documents anéd from instructions given orally in class,
the students knew that they were to begin using these documents as
primary sources in preparation ¢f an essay on the American Rebellion.
This was to be vwritten after the completion of the experiment.

On Tuesday moerning, Octoker 27, students in both classes
entered their reqular classrcom, wiich had been prearranged for sub-
group work by placemcent of chairs around seven small tables,5
Class 2 divided very svmmetrically intc seven groups of thxrun: -four
txics of boys, three of girls. C(Class E “roke into seven groups c<i
different size. The bhovs formed one duartet, two trios, and one
éuet; the girls formed two guartets. The seventh group in Class E
contained two boys and & girl wno had ¢ome in at the last minute
and rather celuctantly joined the boysa6

As soon as the students were scated around their tables
and quiet, they were given a cuestionnaire designed to elicit
responses having generally tc do with readiness to work in prepa-
raticn for the forthcoming essay on a topic assi~ned by the ..
teacher.**  After the questionnaires had been collected,7 students
in both classes received almost identical instructions. Mr. Patrick
tcld the students that they were to consider the documents in two
steps. Ster 1 was to examine each document individually for answers
to the following cuestion: What does each of the primary sources
(i.e., the Cosuments in the packet) tell vou about why certain
British colonies in Yoerth America rebelled against the mother coun-
try? Step 2 was to examine the documents togcther to see how they
related to eack other and how they provided more g¢neral answers to
the larger guestion: What causes rebellion against government?

* A questionnaire which lists these documents is appended, p. 19.
** A reproduction of that cuestionnaire is appended, pp. 18-19.

Sk
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The students were then told that working in subgroups
would give them an opportunity to exchangc ideas, to trade informa-
tion, ané to help one another. They were also given the reassurance
that some of the groups might not get to step 2. Immediatcly fol-~
lowing these instructicns, the students began to work, conversing
¢uietly among themsclves. Mr. Patrick circulated through the room,
stcpring to assist the scveral subgroups, mcestly helping with step
2 - seeing the relationsh.ps among the various documents. Students
in Class 2 spent about 20 minutes in sukgroups; students in Class E,
akout 25 minutes.

Five minutcs before the period ended, students were again
given the questionnaire édoscribed above and, in addition, a post-
meeting reaction sheet (PMR) dcesigned to elicit responses having
to do with the satisfaction felt by the students after having worked
in subgroups.*

The following day, “ednesday, October 28, the classes met
as usual - in full-~class session. A complctely new topic - the
concept of sovereigntv ~ was introduced to both classes. In the
teacher-led ciscussion that followed, students were guided in see-
ing how the concept cf sovereignty provided a principle around
which th: ¢ 2as they had so far generated could be organized, and
the documents they had so far considered could be compared, in prep-
aration for the forthcoming essay on thc causes of the American
Rebellion. Four minutes before the end of the class veriod, Mr.
Patrick again distributed the first questionnaire (described above),
which was complcted in less than three minutes, hut he did not
administer the PMR.

The stucents in both classes, then, worked succesively
under two conditions of classroom organization of student effort:
in subgroups and in full-class session. These conditions constitute
the independent variable in this study. The first cquestionnaire
described above concerns the dependent variable:: readiness. Given
before and after expericnce in subgroups and, in effcct, bhefore and
after experience in full-class, tcacher—-led discussion, this gues-
tionnéire included an assessment by each student of his own

* A reproduction of the PMR is appended, p. 20.
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readiness to undertake the writing of ar essay on a topic assigned

by the teacher; an cstimate of the value to him of several individ-
ual and interactive activities prcliminary to such vriting; and
a report on the usefulness of the various documents for his think- .
ing about writing. It also included twe ¢gucestions designed to :
determine the extent to whicl students found themselves stimalated
by the mcthods and materials employed during the two days of the
experiment. This quoestionnaire, then, provided the resesrchers
with an index to changes in reported readirness across the twe suc-
cessive conditions ¢f the experiment. Though not studied system-
atically, satisfaction with work in suhgroups, as measured by the
PMR, constituted an additional dependent variable.

This design gencrates the following general questions:

1. What changus in rcadiness to write an essay
on a topic assignced by the teacher occur
when students work in subgroups?

2. What changes in readiness to write an essay
on a topic assigned by the teacher occur
when students engage in full-class, teacher-
led discussion?

3. Tangentislly, what satisfaction do students
report following cxperience in subgroups?
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FINDINCE |
TARLE I :

NUEZER AME PERCENTACE QF STUDEMTS IN CLASS A AND CLASS E RESPOND-
ING POSITIVELY TC ITEMS ON TEF YREADINESS® QUFSTIONNAIRE, INCLUD-

e e et

- ING PERCENTAGE OF CHANCE IF BOTH CLASSES ACROSS COMDITIONS.
| M =21 (B): ™= 22 (E) ;
QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM CLASS NUIBER AND PERCENTAGE* PERCENTAG
OF + RESPONSES, BY OF CHANGE®!

ORDER OF ADMIMISTRATION i
1. How readv do you feel to begin A 15 15 12, 71 71 86 0 147
drafting your repert of the rea- E 3 14 20 14 64 91 50 27?&
sons for thc American Rebellion? 5

2. FKow intriguing, exciting, or A 19 20 20 90 95 95 5 0
vital do you find our methods B 20 22 22 91 100 100 9 0.
of studying the PRecbellion?

3. Which of these things would help
you most at this point?

a) Try out on wmy friends the ideas A 11 16 14 50 73 64 23 -9
I might put in my report. E 5 9 7 24 43 33 19 -9

b) Try out on the tcacher the ideas A 11 6 6 52 29 29 =29 0
I might put in my report. E 14 13 13 64 59 59 -~ 4 0

c) Discuss with friends what is A 8 1l 14 38 76 67 38 =9
contained in the primary E 18 15 17 82 68 77 -14 9
SONYrCes.

d) Start writing. A 6 8 9 29 338 43 9 5

E 2 2 13 9 9 59 0 50

@) Get the teacher to give fuller A 9 6 3 43 29 14 -14 -14
explanations or instructions. ¥ 11 7 6 50 32 27 -18 - 4

f) Give assistance tc a friend. A 5 6 5 24 29 2¢ 5 -5 .

: _ E 9 12 12 41 5& 54 i ¢

g) PFind out what other students are¢ 2 11 12 9 52 57 43 5 -14 |
going to do about the assignment. £ 9 17 15 41 77 68 41 - 9 !

h) Read books or cther sources that A 7 6 4 33 28 19 -5 -9 |
were not assigned. * 10 13 9 45 59 41 14 -18 i

:

4., How intrigving, er.iting, or 90 S5 90 5 <« 5
vital do you find the written

accounts of the Reballion?

b
-
0
)
o
-
O

5. How central, useful, irrelevant 2 17 19 20 82 92 99 21 7
or unclear do you f£ind the E 16 18 20 71 80 89 9 9
documents?8

* Pcrcentages have been rounded +0 nearest unit. -;i

** Sub = Subgroups' experiences; Disc = Full-class discussion experience. :




Takle I shows: 1) each cucstion on the "readiness” ques-
ticnnaire; 2) the number of positive rcesponses given to each ques-
tion by mewkers of Class A and Class T: 3) the corresponding per-

L centages of positive responses to each gquestion; 4) the percentage

ey

of change produced while in subgroups; and 35) the pcrcentage of
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: chang¢ produced while in full-class discussion. E
EX . On four itoms, the tvwic classes responded nearly identi--
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cally. Of these four items, threc arc mostly irrelevant to the
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guestions asked in this rcsearch. Thege items tell us that at the
beginning of this cxperiment, all but one or two students found the

oo

classwork ané the documentary accounts of the Revolution “exciting®
and "intriguing.” Aftcr thc subgroup and discussion experiences,
one or both, the holdouts went along with the overwhelming majority
expression. In general these responscs probably reflect the fact _
that the students are very plcascd with their teacher. In addition, %
the four or six students in the two classes who 4id not find the
8 documents very useful initially, were reduced in ranks to one or
two by the end of the subgroup and diccussion activities. There
is no significance to attach to this beyond noting that both groups 3
were getting closer to the time when they would write reports based '
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quite largely on these self~same documents. j
The fourth item, on whick the classes responded almost

e Ml et WD

identically, is of interest because it is consigtent with anticipa-

o

tions: as the classes moved closer to readiness to write repcrts,

L

their dependcence on the tcacher lessencd. Thus in Class A, the 9
who wanted more instructions from the teacher decreased to 6 during

e

the suboroup activity ané thence to 3 during the teacher-led dis- %
‘ ; | cussion. In group E, the initial 11 dropped to 7 and then to 6.

. It appears that both the subgroup and discussion activities contri-
' buted to the lessened dependence, with the subgroup activity some-
what more influential than thc discussion in the casc of Class E -
, 2 but egually influential in the casc of Class 2, a finding which is

| in lince¢ with some of thce known diffcrences between the classes, as
—15 | will be cxplained later.

e

In censidering the remaining items; which do tend to reveal
N differences between the influences of subgroups and discussion




activities as wc¢ll as differcnces between the classes, two ideas
stand out: the classes entcred the study with very different - .
degrces of rcadincss 0 concoct & report; and thoy developed readi-
ness by markedly different routes. In other words, the uses they
madc of the subgroup and discussion activities are guite éifferoent.

Lét us consicder first the gross picture of "rcadiness.”
Two items repcri more or less directly - but with different degrees
of rigor - thc recadiness to composc a report. In Class A, at the
start of the experiment; 15 perscns (71%) claimed to be ready to
begin drafting a rermort, and 6 of thom (29%) even said they were
rcady to start writing thc report. EBy contrast, in Class E, only
3 persones (1l4%) wore ready to begin érafting the report and only
2 persons (92) weanted te start writing. Thus Class 2 in contrast to
Class E would appear to have hsaé theixr idecas more thoroughly formu-
lated, and their commitments to ideas more definitely made.

What happens to readiness during the two activities of
the experiment? pPuring the subgroup discussion in Class 2, no
additional pcrsong claimed to ke ready to start writing. In Class
E, no additional persons hecame ready to write, but 11 additional
students claimed to be rcady to draft the report. It appears that
the subgroup activity was most useful in promoting the earlier
stage of readiness (drafting) then in promoting the later stage
(writing). Consider now, however, the apparcnt ecffects of the
discussion with the teacher. During this discussion, threc of the
remaining six Class A studonts who had not been ready to begin
drafting bcecame ready; and onc more persen was prepared to write.
Of the remaining eight studoents not readyv to draft in Class E, six
became ready to draft; and eleven (50%8) of the class hecame ready
to write. The most markced effect of class discussion with the .-
teacher is on the rcadiness to write. In short, the most pronounced
effect of the subgroup activity is at the carlier stage of readiness,
and that of the class discussion with the tcacher is at the later
stago.

It is clear, then, that onc diffcrence between the twe
classes is that they started with a far different readiness to write
the report, and the class furthest from keing rcady was most
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influenced (and irflucnccable) by subgroup cxperience. This is
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very much irn linc with our cxpectations: that interaction with
peers is likely to be aspecially useful when one is trying to formu-
late or “get hold: of his thoughts and feclings.

But the rest of the data helps us to recenstruct more of
the processes the two classis were cngaged in. It also poses a
rather interesting alternative explanation for the data so far con-
sidered. The alternative is that Class ¥ is just "naturally” nore
interactivce, more interpersonally oriented, than is Class 2, not
becausc it is less ready ané thercfore needs others to help build
5 | self-coniidence (ctc.) but rather becausc the individuals differ
| systematically in “personality” between the classes. Regardless
of whether it is lesscr readiness or greater interpersonal concern
that accounts for it, it is nevertheless cvident that Class E tends
to use interpoersonal interaction as a way tc deal with interests
and nceds whercas Class 2 uscs interpersonal interaction less and
structurcé assignments and documents more.

Let us consider this second point from the standpoint of
the initial data. %ith respcct tc interaction, 11 in Class E (50%)
and 5 in Class 2 (24%) fclt that the most important next step was
to try out ideas with friends. Aftcr subgroup discussion, even more
persons felt this way, with the grcater cain in Class E; during
teacher~lcd discussion, a few persons lost interest in discussions
with friends, but the numbcr is smallex in Class E than in Class A.
Thus thc class with 1ore initial interest gaincd morc and dccreased
less than the class with lessexr initial interest. In the final
count, one~third of Class I wanted such discussion compared to
&lmost two-thirds of Class F.

In a similar vein is thce information about "give assist-
ance to a friend." Initially, 5 members in Class 2 (24%) and 9 in
Class E (41%) fclt this next step had highest priority. During ;
subgroup discussion, the numbcrs went up by one and three respec« a
tively in the two classes. During tcachcer-led discussion, the num-
ber in Class 2 dropped back one, to the original 5, whereas it held
steady in Class E. Thus, discussing ideas with friends and giving

assistance to fricnds followed the same¢ general pattern - which
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might be called simply mutual facilitation by peers - and Class ©
had the tendency more strongly than did Class A. ;
The third pecr-interactive item contains two clements: ]
friendz and primary sources. Porformance of the two classcs on this
item scoms to roflect otk the different amount of rcadincss to :
begin drafting the report and the differing tendency to utilize
intcraction with othars. In short, 18 in Class © (82%) and 8 in
Class Z (38%) initially wantcd to discuss with friends whet was con-
taine¢ in the primary sources. Following subgroup activity, the
numbers are 16 and 15, reanrescnting a wmarked increcase in tiic one
class ang a smzll decrcasce in the other. Purther changes during )
the tcacher-led discussion arc slight. 1In gencral, the simplest ]
summary statement is that Class E had a grcgarious interest in .
discussing things with pccrs, and that this intercest remained sub- 3
stantially the same throughout Loth activitics; whercas Class A |
had much less interest in pecr discussion per se but necded clari-
fying discussion in order to decide how to use the source materials,
and they could and did uwisc each other for this purposc. In a sense,
Class E took for granted the opportunity to talk with ecach other,
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vhereas Class A saw such convcrsation as instrumental to work and
as justifiable in terms of demands of work.

Another item that involves the two components of readiness
and gregariousncss is 3g: YFind out what other students are going §

to do about the assignment." thet othcer studonts will do is, in

effect, a work norm ané yvet at the same time, it is a course of
action. ©One might be intercsted in it cither as a way of gauging
how much work is expacted (specifying the product) or as a way of
deci:ing how to go about doing the jeb (defining the procedure).
Prcsumably, if onc alrcady has plans for how to do the
job, he would check with others to sct un criteria that the product
must satisfy; on the other hand, if one had no plans of his own,
he might try to get plans from somconc else. Thus our interpreta-
tion of interest in finding cut what others will do will depend
partly on how far we think tho planning has progressed. In Class A,
thcre was a great gain in intercest in discussing primarvy sources
with others during subgroups, and this suggests that planning was by




no means complats. Tut it also suggests thet the class was trying
to figurc out for itsclf how to write the report. The number of
students intcrcstoed in £inding out what cthoers will do remaincd
mostly unaffccted by subgroupn cxperience (an incrcase from 11 to
12), suggesting Liat the nced vas not satisficd and that, since the
opportunity uxistoed, something clsc mere important was donc with
the opportunity. ‘

Ir Class &, hovaever: there wvas a dramatic jump from the
ninc students initially intoroestoed in thoe plans of others to the
scventeen at the orcd of the sukgroun discussions. £ince this class
was still at an carly stage O0f planning at this point, the fielé
was presunmaily open for & range of sucgestions from students to
cach otker. 1In general, we anticipated that stimulation by alter-
native, possilly conflicting, sugg.stions would be one of the funce
tions that is facilitated by sul.groups during carly stages of plan-
ning; and thce cata arce cornsgistent with tnis vicew.

The intcrest in reading "books or cther sources that were
not ¢ssigned"” confirms the vier that planning is indeed going for-
warc curing the experiment. Clcarly the kind of stimulation one
would be sccking in unassignced documents kelongs to early or even
pre-planning jyhascs. As planning moves forward one would cxpect
this intcrest o decrcase. In Class 2 the seven students initi-
ally intercsted decreased to four; in Class E, thce figures are ten
ané nine. Thc shifts during the sukgrcuns and class discussions
add further confirmation of thce pichurces in Class A, the decrease
in interest £cll acrosgss both activities, whereas in Class E,
interest in reading unassigned sources went uvp (from ten to thir-
teen studcnts) during subgrour discussion and then fell during
class daiscussion. (ncc again th. date point to the nction that
Class E wag at an carlicr stage of planning than was Class A dur-
ing thc subkgroup activity.

Thexe iz ancther possilkle intcorprotation, however, and
that is that thce doesire to read unassigned matcerials ir i fact a
symptom of indcependence or rcbelliousness. If Class E is more
inter-pcrsonally oricnted than Class A, then the asscrtion that
ona¢ plans to ¢¢ off on his own mav be morc a rejection of authority
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than a “irm plan of action. If the authority at issue is that of
action. If the authority at issue is that of férm, (the demand
that a written report be properly organized, contain sufficient
content, etc.) then our data are silent. If, however, the author-
ity at stake is that of the teacher, then our data enable us to
reject the hypothesis. The item "try out on the teacher the ideas
I might put in my report"” should be rejected most in the "rebel-
lious"” group; actually Class E showed no change of any consequence
on this item, whereas Class A, which is not "rebellious" but sim-
ply more "ready," dropped from 1l students to six who had this
interest. Similarly, on "get the teacher to give fuller instruc-
tions or explanat.ons," an item in which the two groups show
similar trends, the wish for more instructions dropped off more
during class discussion in Class 2 (from 6 to 3) than in Class E
(from 7 to 6). If either class could be said to have been
increasing its independence, it is Class A; and the basis for the
action is merely that its planning was firmed up earlier.

In conclusion, one can say that the data hang together
very well and that a coherent picture emerges: Interest in inter-
action with peers (which is facilitated in subgroups) is greater
during early stages of planning when the "field" is still open,
anxieties presumably greater, and the need to "think out loud"
is stronger. As plans develop, decreases occur in reliance on
the teacher, need for peer interaction, and desire to browse in

unassigned pastures, The "commitment"” moves from persons to
work.

9
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TABLE IIX

NUMBER OF STUDENTS IN CLASS A AND CLASS E RESPONDING

POSITIVELY TO QUESTIONS ON THE POST~MEETING REACTION SHEET

CLASS A CLASS E

N-21 N-22

l. Feeling about the subgroup 17 18
(good ~ excellent)

2. Freedom to speak 19 19
(always ~ frecuent)

3. Understanding of instructions 21 21
(good)

4. satisfaction with part played 20 20
(good -~ high)

5. Extensiveness of participation 18 14

in discussion
(everyone -~ evervone egually)

e considered the possibility that the differences
between the classes might just be due to their personality compo-
sitions rather than to their stage of readiness. We cannot rule
this out, for greater interpersonal orientation and less readi-
ness to work would have similar effects. We can, however, say
that it is unlikely that there is a continuing and strong gen-
eral disposition for Class E to be more attracted to subgroup
activity than for Class A. The evidence is in Table II above.
Both classes were equally favorably disposed toward their sub-
groups. There is a slight indication that certain members of
Class E tended to dominate their subgroups at the expense of cer-
tain others. But thefe is no support for the notion of a greater
attractiveness of subgroups.

Our final word then, is that Class E may have been less
ready initially because of its composition; and the statement
that the group has less reeiness to work, (e.g. write a report)
is dynamically the same ¢3 th. statement that it is
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interpersonally oriented. PBut these are theoretical considera-
tions that in no way change the facts about the relationships
between readiness and utilization of subgroups.

GENERAL CONCLUSIONS

Once cannot sav that participation in subgroups is
advisable for all classes under all circumstances. This very pre-
liminary study revealed that two supposedly similar classes were
in fact two markedly different groups, and that each group con-
taincd distinct indivriduals. Dospite these differences between
classes, we found that subgrouping made sense in both. But hard
questions remain concerning the composition of the subgroups, the
purposes of subgroups, and the place of subgroups in a unit of
study.

As was discovered in this study, other variables have
much to do with the effects of subgrouping: characteristics of
individuals, for example, and the arrangement of these character-
istics in subgroups; (i.e., group composition). Thus qualified,
one may say that this study supports the hypothesis that partici-
pation in subgroups tends to increase a student's confidence and
to move him toward readiness. Apparently subgroup activity can
generate new ideas and a desire to get more information. It is
clear, finally, both from observation and the data, that students
in both classes derived genuine satisfaction from being able to
talk about their ideas with friends.




NOTES

Yhatever this study has tc offer the student of classroom
method owes its existence to the continuing counsel of
Eerbert A. Thelen, Professor of Education, The University of
Chicago, and principal investigator under the grant from the
SSE(, to the cooperation of John Patrick, teacher in The
University of Chicago Laboratory Schools; and to the help of
Sandra Becich, student in The University of Chicago College.

This study, concerned with answering in methodclogical terms
questions about social studies educati-n, was conceived in
order to test assumptions underlying Herbert A. Thelen's
model of inquiry for teaching. This model pictures education
by inquiry in phases: 1) <onfrontation, with materials
selected and arranged for arousal in the student of a "prob-
lematic state;" and 2) emergence into awareness; of the
nature of the problem induced; 3} collection of testimony,
from students, preparatory to the formulation of problems for
investigation; 4) conducting of investigations, toward solu-
tion of the problems formulated:; 5) organization, of find-
ings, and report: and 6) refcrmulation, of issues joined by
a comparison of findings and prior knowledge.

Central in the model as pictured is the second phase, proto-
typically employing subgroups to facilitate the conceptuali-
zation and verbalization of felt problems necessary to the
asking of real guestions. There lies the researchers' inter-
est in testing the assumption: underlying this phase.

L}

In The University of Chicago Laboratory Schools, the seventh
and eighth grades are combined in a single year of study - the
prefreshman vear. Thus, prefreshmen are between twelve and
thirteen years old.

I+ should be noted here that this experiment represents a for-
tuitous meshing of interests. During the course of a conver-
sation with the researchers, Mr. John Patrick mentioned his
intention to have his prefreshman U. S. History classes work
in small groups. I'r. Patrick's willingness to have duestion-
naices introduced dvring the class periods was very much
appreciated.

It should be ncoted that Class A is also Mr. Patrick's homeroom
class. P!r, Patrick reports that students werz stunned to find
the room arranged differently, some even writing complaints on
the blackboard, e.g., "Why did you do this without asking us?"
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This subgroup of two boys and a girl turned up entire in the
number of students who found the subgroups generally “poor,"
as indexed by the PMR.

Almcst ten minutes were consumed in Class A, largely because
the dittoed questionnaires were difficult to read. Class E
took about six minutes, using freshly dittoed questionnaires.

The number: representing the responses to this item must be
interpreted differently from those representing other
responses on the questionnaire because the responses are
ordered differently. Thus, the 17 in the fixrst response
column for Class A means that approximately 17 {an average

figured over documents) persons found all documents either
central or useful.

Positive response is defined as either one of the two most
positive responses to both four-choice and five-choice
responses on both the questionnaires.

I T
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Teacher Name 1 2 3

Period Date Group

l. How ready do you feel to hegin drafting your report of the
reasons for the American Rebellion?

Definitely ready now :
I guess I am ready - not sure ;
Have some ideas, but not yet ready to write
Very much at sea about the whole assignment

2. How intriguing, exciting, or vital do vou find our methods of
studying the Rebellion?

pretty dull so-so somewhat interesting very exciting

3. Which of these things would help you most at this point? 1In j
front of each statement below, place a check in the appro- ;
priate column.

Very Some-  Mayhe - Dzfinitely
Helpful what Maybe not not

Try out on my friends
the ideas I might put %
in ny report. ‘

Try out on the teacher
the ideas I might put
in my report.

Discuss with friends
what 1is contained in
the primary sources.

Start writing.

Get the teacher to give
fuller explanations or
instructions.

Give assistance to a
friend.

find out what other
stuvdents are going to
d0 z"»out the assignment

v— -

Read books and other
sources that were not
assigned.
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Teacher Name 1 2 3
Period Date Group
4. How intriguing, exciting, or wvital do you find tle written

accounts of the Rebellion?

pretty dull so-s0 somewhat interesting very exciting

In front of each document, place a "C" if the document is
Central to your report, a "U" if it is Useful but not vital,
an *I* if it is Irrelevant, a "D" if you Don't know yet.

“A Letter to the Inhabitants of the Colony of
Massachusetts,” by Jchn Adams

The Townshend Revenue Act--June 29, 1767

Graphs and charts relating to trade between colonies and
England

“Commentary about Colonial Economic Progress," by
Lawrence Henry Gibson

The NMavigation 2Act of 1660

e————

The Proclamation Act of 1763

e————

The Stamp Act

The Stamp Act Congress: Resolutions

The Declaratory Act

Declaration and Resolves of the First Continental

Congress

_ ___ Letters from George III to Lord North
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Teacher Name 1 2 3

Period Date Group

1. How did you feel the subgroup was today?

no good poor all right good excellent

2. How often did you find yourself wanting to say things in your
group, but for one reason or another you did not actually say
anything?

never a few times fairly often frecuently very frequently

3. How clearly did you understand exactly what the subgroup was
supposed to do today?

not at all +vaguely pretty well perfectly

4, How satisfied were you with the part you played in the sub-
group?

really disappointed rather disappointed fairly well really

or discouraged satisfied delighted
and
pleased

5. To what extent did everyone take part in the discussion?

one person two pe}sons car- everyone talked everyone
dominated ried the ball at least once talked equally
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PART III
CLASS DISCUSSION IN A UNITED STATES HISTORY CLASS:

RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN CHARACTERISTICS OF A

CONTRIBUTOR AND JUDGMENT OF CONTRIBUTION

Keith Elkins
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BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE

In many of the more recently enlightened classrooms,
teacher-led, or teacher-quided, classwide discussion is often used
to effect learning. In virtually all classrooms it is sometimes
used for this purpose. It is clear to those assessing products of
the classroonr as well as to those observing processes in it that
class discussion may or may not effect learning. If we are inter-
ested in effecting learning through class discussion, then, it
would seem necessary for us to know those conditions under which
s0 widely used a pedagogic device does or does not effect learning.

It is assumed nere that class discussion does allow the
student to learn from the contributions of others; further, that
student learning from others is determined by how useful he per-
ceives these contributions. fThese assumptions permit us to ask
the following guestions for gauging learning as effected by class
discussion: 1) How useful to the class are contributions from a
class discussion? 2) Te¢ what extent does one student find useful
the contribution of another? oOuantitative answers to these ques-
tions shoulé allow us then, to view whatever learning has been
effected by class discussion against some of the conditions under
which such discussion is conducted.

These are the guestions to which the researchers
addressed themselves as they observed a class discussion and col-
lected student responses to the contributions of their class-
mates in that discussion. These responses, the researchers felt,
would be affected in some way and to some extent by the person
making the contribution, the kinds of contributions made, and the
reaction exhibited by the teacher to the contributions. That is,
there could be diffeiences according to the sex, intelligence or
achievement, and popularity of the contributor; according to the
substance of the contribution; according to the conconiitant
affective characteristics of the contribution; and according to
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the nature of the teacher's reaction to the contribution, whether
supportive or punitive for example.

This study will focus rather narrowly on the relation-
ships occurring between certain characteristics of contributors
to class discussion and the extent to which their contributions
are perceived as useful by other nmembers of the class. It was
hoped that configurations and patterns can be discovered in the
Gata gathered and displaved, and that these discoveries will cast
doukt on some entrenched ideas and light on some ewerging ones.l

PROCEDURES AND DESIGN

Two prefreshman United States History classes in The
University of Chicago Laboratory School, both taught by Mr. John
Patrick, were used in this study, carried out in the spring of
1965.2 Since data in one of the classes were inadedquately
gathered and are hence unusakle, only the part of the study that
involved the other class will be reported here.3

The class met at 8:55 a.m. every weekday except on
Thursdays when it met imrediately after their homeroom period in
the same room with the same teacher. It was composed cf nine
girls and twelve boys. Among these 21 students were four who read
at the (Lab School) fourth-grade level, five who were new to the
Lab School as they began their prefreshman year, and two who were
repeating their prefreshman year. INembers of the class asked few
questions about class assignments at the time they were made.

They asked cuestions individually as unanticipated difficulties
arose during the course of the class period, o¥ in concert as
unexpected implications became clear at the end of a class period.
All together decorous, the class hed fo students who spoke impul-
_sively or compulsively; the cnes who spoke most often were brief.
According to comments by the teacher, and observations by the
experimenters, members of the class “listened to each other" and
"built” on each other's comments.4
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Sitting where he chose at two- or three-man tables
arranged in a single circle that included a place for the teacher,
each student had in front of him a small 2 x 2 x 3 inch gray box
on which there were two buttons, a green one at the top (or away)
and a red one at the bottom {or close). These button-boxes were
connected by wire to two twelve-plug collection boxes, thence by
cable to a battery of two, twenty-pen event recorders.5 Each of
the twenty green buttons was hooked to a pen in one of the event-
recorders, which was so ecuipped that all twenty pens made continu-
ous green lines on a running paper tape.6 Each of the red buttons
was similarly hooked to a pen making a continuous red line on a
tape in the other event-recorder. Depressing any button caused
the pen to which it was connected to take a sideways jump of per-
haps an eighth of an inch, leaving a rectangular blip in the line
traced on the running paper tape. Each of the 1¢ students used in
the study was thus able to record one kind of response on one
event-recorder, another kind of response on the other event-
recorder.7

By pressing the buttons facing them in one of four pre-
determined wayvs, the students were to record their responses to
each contribution in the class discussion. when the teacher
raised his hand after each contribution, they were to press the
green kutton if they found the contribution "useful" to them in
their preparation for a "written exer.ise,” the red button if they
found the contribution “"useless.” If they found the contribution
altogether useful or useless, they were to press the appropriate
Hutton once - twice if they found it partially so.8

The observer in the class alsc had controls. FEy press-
ing a button at his left hand, he could: 1) override the event-
recording circuit of any of the students in the class; 2) fire a
variable-pitch tone oscillator; and 3) record the oscillator's
tone on the sound tape used to record the entire class session.

At his right hand, the observer had a chart whose rows he had pre-
viously coded according to Morse. As each contributor spoke, his
name was entered in sequence in the space beside a letter of the
alphabet, and then the letter was recorded in Morse code on the
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sound tape and photh paper tapes. All this was done to make cross-
refereﬁcing simpler.

In addition to recording the data described above, infor-
mation concerning academic aptitude, academic achievement, and
social standing in the class was gathered for each student in the
class. These data were on file in cumulative folders in the
Laboratory School Guidance Office. To index academic aptitude,
Eenmon-Nelson I(": were gathered; to index academic achievement,
grades in social studies for the 1964-65 academic year and STEP
scores in writing anéd social studies, earned in March of 1965,
were gathered; to index social standing in the cliass, a socio-
metric instrument, administered in May, 1965, was used.9

It should be noted again that the entire class session
was recorded by use of a lavalier microphone suspended from the
ceiling in such a way that it was nearly equidistant from all per-
sons seated at the circle of tables mentioned above. Recording
the entire class session made it possible to assess the contribu-
tions made by participants in the class discussion and the
responses made by the teacher to those contributions.

In a sense, this exploratory study by the researchers
began with the evaluation of a contribution to class discussion
and worked toward an explanation of why that contribution was so
evaluated, an explanation in terme that had to do with what kind
of person made the contribution. Doing so, they hoped, would
allow them to discover some of the conditions under which learning
may be effected by class discussions, or at least some of the con-
ditions under vhich learning may not be so effected.

FINDINGS

In Table I below are recorded all responses to every
contribution made on the day data were gathered. In the lefi-hand
column the students who attended class that day are identified
according to the number of the button-box in front of them.
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_ Grouped according to sex, the numbers are sequentially arranged
N within groups. Using the same grouping along botn vertical and
i horizontal dimensions of the Table produces quadrants in which are
represented the responses of boys to the contributions of both
3 boys and girls across the top and the responses of girls to the
_ contributions of both boys and girls across the bottom. Responses
f F; are represented as follows: 1's and 2's stand for judgments of

“altogether" and "partially useful" respectiveliy; l's and 2's pre-
ceded by a hyphen (e.g. ~1) stand for judgments of “"altogether"
and “partially useless” respectively. An empty cell means nho
judgment was made. Totals appear in the margins.

This arrangement of data enables one to see by reading
dovin, how each contribution was judged by every student, and, by
reading across; how each student judged evexy contribution. It
should be remembered that: 1) All students had been instructed
to respond when the teacher raised his hand after each contribu-
tion; 2) Each student could make either a positive or a negative
judgment of a particular-contribution; but not both.

-

L




TARLE 1

Class members are identified by number (of button hox) and grouped by sex vertically. Contributors

are identified and grouped the same way horizontallv. Multiple horizontal entries mean multiple
contributions. Rows contain each student's judgments of all contributors; columns contain judg-
ments Of each contributor by all students. Judgments of 1 and 2 mean "altogether® and "partially
useful” respectively; -1 and -2, “altogether” and "partially useless” respectively. 2n empty cell
means no judgment was made. Totals appear in the margin.

Totals
ip 1 5 5 6 6 6 8 11.12 12 12 13 14 14 4 4 9 1¢ 1¢ 17 12 18 18 19 1s|(-) (+)
l1 1-1 1-2 -2 1 1 -2 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 l ~2 S 15
2 1-~1 2 2 1 2 2 1 1l 1l 2 2 -2 1l 1 2 1l 1l 2 2 21 2 19
3 1 -2 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 1 1 2 2 2 -2 2 2 2 2 2 21 2 19
5 1 2 1 1 1 2 2 2 2 1 2 -2 2 2 2 2 2 1l 2 2 2] 1 20
6 1 -2 2 1 1 1 2 -2 l =2 -1 -2 1 1 2 1 =2 2 2) 6 12
7 -1 2 2 1 2 2 1 2 1l 2 -2 2 -2 1l 1l 2 1l 21 3 15
g8 1 1 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 l .2 -2 -2 1l 2 =2 l] -2 1l 2 2| 4 17
11 1 2 1 2 2 z 2 2 1 1 =1 2 2 2 2 2 2 -1 2] 2 17
12 1 -1 1 -2 1 «2 1 -2 1 2 1 -2 2 2 2 2 1l 2 2 =1 21 € 15
13 1 -1 2 1 2 1 2 -1 2 1l 2 -2 2 -3 2. 2 p 1 1 2 21 4 17
14 2 l 1 1 -1 1 1 2 1 -2 2 1 l -1 -] =1| 5 11
4 1 -1 1 1 2 2 2 1 =2 1 2 -1 2 1 1 1 1 2 2 21 3 17
g 1 -2 1 1 -1 1 1 2 2 2 -1 -2 -2 2 2 2 2 =2 6 12
10 1 -1 2 2 =2 2 1 2 =2 2 2 -1 -2 2 2 =2 2 2 2 2 =217 14
16 2 ~2 l1 1 1 2 1 2 2 -2 2 l =2 1l 2 1 2 1] 3 15
17 1 -1 2 2 1 1 1 =2 2 1l 2 -1 -2 ~2 1l 2 2 2 2 ~2 =21 7 14
18 1 -2 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 2 -1 2 2 =2 1 1 1 2 1{ 3 18
19 1 2 1 1 2 2 2 1 1 2 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 21 0 19
20 -1 -1 2 0
Total (-)
014 o0 2 2 2 1 4 3 0 1 10 10 4 2 4 ¢ 2 1 6 3
Total (+)
17 3 17 15 15 14 17 12 15 18 16 7 8 12 15 13 17 15. 16 12 13

e s o M A e T
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Referring to Table I, consider sex. Six girls of eight
present and eight boys of eleven present participated in the
class discussion. (One girl, a strong participant in class dis-
cussion, and one boy, a sometime participant, were absent on the
day data were gathered.) Participation, then, was fairly evenly
distributed across sex anc¢ fairly widely distributed within. In
terms of decimals representing the proportion of negative to
positive responses, boys and girls judged each other's contribu-
tions as follows: \

Boy Girls
Boys .24 .21
Girls .23 «36

Both groups show a tendency - really insignificant in
the case of boys - to judge the contributions of members of their
own sex more harshly than tlhie contributions of members of the
other sex. The proportion of negative to positive responses
given by girls to the contributions of girls stands in sharp con-
trast to the other three proportions reported, these being very
near each other in value. It shows quite clearly that in this
class, girls are a great deal harsher in their judgments of each
other's contributions 1) than they are in their judgments of
boys' contributions, 2) than boys are in their judgments of each
other's contributions, and 3) than boys are in their judgments
of girls' contributions.




TABLE II

Table II identifies each student who participated in
class discussion bv number (of button-box used) and
sex, and shows the number of negative responses to
his first or only contribution, his grades for the
year in social studies, and his percentile score on
the STEP social studies scale.

Neg . STEP HNeq. STEP
Res. ID Sex Crades?* SS rRes. ID Sex Grades SS
0 1 B G S8 ¢ 53 4 11 i S S S 36
0 18 F EEZEE 93 4 9 F EEEE 67
1 8 B 5SS €8 96 4 17 I ESEVG 20
2 6 1M S8 &S 84 -6 19 7 88888 20
2 10 F SS88 28 10 14 K S&8§88 12
3 12 L S 88 Ve 93 10 4 F SS8§SS 16
14 5 L Uuouegu 02

*U - Unsatisfactory; S - Satisfactory; E ~ Excellent;
G - Good; VG (Very good - hetter than satisfactory)

tThat of achievement? A guick glance at the grades
earned by students in both groups - one composed of students
receiving three or fewer negative responses and displayed on the
left side of Tahle ITI, the other composed of students receiving
four or more negative responses and displayed on the right side
of Table II - suggests that there are no striking differences

10 Crude numerical grade equivalents of 1 to

between the groups.
3 average out to 2.11 for those receiving more negative responses
and 2.25 for those receiving fewer.ll

Using a normative measure of achievement in social
studies - the STEP social studies test - produces some striking

differences.12

“hile four of the six in the group receiving fewer
nagative responses earned percentile scores of 84 and above, gix
of the seven in the group receiving more negative responses earned

percentile scores of 36 and below. Concluding that a student's

H.a-m.i VIR 71 T
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achievement in social studies accounts, if only in part, for the

perceived usefulness of his contribution to class discussion, how-
ever, seems lacking in cause. Vhat can account for both the level

of his achievement and the usefulness of his contribution?

TAPLE III

Table ITI identifies each student who participated in
class discussion by nuwmber and sex, and shows the num-
ber of negative responses to his first or only contri-
bution and his IQ accoxding to Henmon-Nelson. 13

MNeqg. Fenmon~Nelson Heqg. - Henmon-Nelson
Res. ID Sex IO Res, ID Sex 0
0 1 M 128 4 11 ™ 123
0 18 F 141 4 9 ¥ 129
1 8 K 116 4 17 F 124
2 6 I 136 6 19 F 135
2 10 F 120 10 14 K 113
3 12 M 135 10 4 F 116
14 5 M 102

Consider intelligence, even if crudely measured. Table

IIT shows that four boys an¢ two girls of the 13 students who par-
ticipated in the class discussion received three or fewer negative

responses to their first or only contribution. Three boys and
four girls received four or more negative responses. The average
Henmon-Nelson I for the six who received three or fewer negative
responses is 129.3; that for the seven who received four oOr more

negative responses is 122.8.14

The argument implied here may ke
refuted quite effectively by reporting that for the five boys and
four girls who received four or fewer negative responses, the
average IQ is 128, while that for the two girls and two boys who

received gix to 14 negative responses is 116.5.

15 AL O e e
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However, the girl who received six negative responses to
her contribution has an IO of 135, a cuotient exceeded in value by
only two others in the class. The boy who received only one nega-
tive response to his contribution shows an IQ of 116, a cuotient
lower than those of four students who received four to six nega-
tive responses. These arz out of line. 'hile the average Zr's «f
female contributors is 127.5 compared to the male contributors'
122.1, boys outnumber girls (four to two) in the group that
received three or fewer negative responses to their contributions,
and girls outnumbker bovs (four to three) in the group that
received four or more negative responses. These tricks of the
nuithers suggest that intelligence does not alone determine the
extent to which a student's contribution will be founé useful by
his classmates in class discussion.

On Kay 5, 1965, members of the class were administered a
sociometric instrument.9 One of the guestions asked on that
instrument was: %ho are vour three best friends? Responses to
this question are displaved in Table IV. '
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TABLE IV

Bozs

ID 1l 2 3 5 6 7 8 1l1 12 13 14 4

1l 1l 2 3

2 2 3 1l

3 1l 2

5 1l 2

6 2 3 1l

7 3 2

8 2 3 1l
11 3
12 3
13 3 2
14 1l 3 2

4 1l

9 2
10 1 3
16
17
18 1l
19
20
Total Points

7 2 7 3 2 8 7 6 4 5 2 7
Rank
6.5 17.5 6.5 14 17.5 4 6.5 9 12 10.5 17.°%5 6.5 14

ERIC

FullToxt Provided by ERIC.
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Like Table I, Takle IV groups students along both verti-
cal and horizontal dimensions accorxrding to sex. Within groups
they are ordered according to an ID number derived from onc arbi-
trarily given to the button-box hefore which they chose vo sit.
Reading across, one can determine which of his classmaies each
student chose as one of three Lest friends and, by the value of
the entry, in vhat order the names of those chosen ware listed.
tleights of 3, 2, and 1 have bheen given to first, second, and third

choices, J:es;'_:;ect:i.vely‘,]'5

Thic weighiting generates the figures in
the row labelled "Totzl Peints® and, in turn,. prodoces the popu-

larity orxrderinc in the rov lakeiled "Rauk."™

1}

First some geireral obgervation., Raaponsez to the gues-
tion (i.e., Vho are vour three best fviznds?) vevzal what might be
expected. Best friends in this class of zwelive- to thirteen-yeur-
olds tend to be chosen from among members cof onw's own sex; thew
show that even the few cross-sex choices zre more 0ften second and
thirxd rather than first choices. It is inter=ssting to note fur-
ther that of four choices given to gigls ny bovs, three cxe first
or second choices, while girls give only third choices +0 boys.
This can account in part for the boyé' average popularity rank of
1l to the girls' 8.6, More intriquing is a simultancozs consid-
eration of the girls' tendency to reserve popularity to other
girls and their tendency to judge each other‘'s contributions more
harshly than they do the koys' contributions. (See Table I.)

How can one account for these seemingly contradictoxy tendencies?




| NN S

13

TABLE V
No. Negative No. Negative
Rank Sex 1ID Responses Rank Sex 1D Responses
l F 17 4 7 F 19 6
2,5 F 10 2 8 M 12 3
2.5 F 18 0 9.5 ¥ s 14
5 i 1 0 9.5 F 9 4
5 ¥ 8 1 11 M 6 2
5 F 4 190 12 ¥ 14 10
6 M 11 4
Total§ & 3 21 2 4 39
Average 4 1.7 5 7.2
Average 3 6.5

In Table V students are ordered according to their popu-
larity rank. .So that the more popular may be compared with the
less popular, the list has been split vertically and rearranged
horizontally with the more popular on the left and the less popu-
lar on the right. Corresponding to each student's ratik in the
first .column is a fourth column showing the number of negative
responses made to his first or only contribution. In the other
two columns each student®s ID number and sex are indicated for
reference purposes. The row at the bottom labelled "Totals"
shows: 1) the number of boys in each group; 2) the number of
girls in each group; and 3) the number of negative responses
earned by all persons in the group. Below the row labelled
"Potals" are two labelled "Averages": the first records the aver-
age number of negative responses to the contributions of boys and
girls separately in both groups:; the second records the over-all
averages for both groups.

Sl At T
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The overall averages for both groups - 3 and 6.5 - sug-
gest an inverse relationship betﬁeen popularity and frequency of
nagative response. But the difference in average number of nega-
tive responses earned between the first and seccnd groups is
accounted for almost entirely by the difference between tine aver-
ages for boys in both groups - 1.7 and 7.2. The difference °
between the averages for girls is slight at best - 4 and 5. These
differences, considered in connection with the data in Table I and
IV, suggest (in answer to the question following Table IV) that
girls, in showing a liking for each other, are more assured of
their standing with members of their own sex and hence are judging
the contributions rather than the girls who iake them. Boys, on
the other hand, seem to vary their judgments of contributions of
other boys according to the popularity of the contributor.

On the basis of the data in Tables I, IV, and V, one may
only conclude, confidently, that boys and girls in this class dif-
fer in the degree to which their within-sex Jjudgments of contribu-
tions are affected by within-sex popularity of contributors.
Because o0f the numbers of persons involved, the data leave unan-
swered questions concerning:

l. +the degree to which cross-sex judgments are
affected by within-sex popularity;

2. the degree to which within-s2x judgments are
affected by cross-sex popularity;

3. the degree to which cross-sex judgments are
affected by cross-sex popularity,

SUMi-ARY AND SUGGES'fIONS

e began by questioning the assumption that the value of
a contribution, as defined bv its perceived usefulness, will vary
according to the qualities of the contribution itself. We substi-
tuted for it one to the effect that the value of a contribution
will vary as well with the nature of the contributor. Ve asked,
Is there a xelationship between certain gualities of the contribu-
tor and the value of his contribution as perceive: by others?
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More specifically, we asked: What is the nature of the relation-
ship between the perceived usefulness of a contribution and the
sex of the contributor? What is academic achievement and intelli-
gence of the contributor? Vhat is popularity of the contributor?
The data shows:
1. that girls tend to judge the contributions of
girls more negatively ‘than they judge those of

bovs, and more negatively than boys judge those
Of eitner girls or boys;

2. that student capability (as indexed by both
grades and STEP scores) tends to vary inversely
with frequency of negative judgment (which sup-
ports the view that the perceived usefulness of
a contribution will vary with substantive guali-
ties of the contribution itself, if one assumes
further a relationship between capability of
contributor and quality of contribution);

3. that the »oys in this class show a tendency to
vary thei¥: judgments of contribution according to
the popularity of the contributor; and

4. that girls in this class show a tendency to make
their judgments of contributions without regard
for the popularity of the contributor.

These observations guestion any assumptions about the
value oOf contributions to class discussion that do not take into
account other factors as well, in this case several resident with
the contributor. The data suggest, by extension, that class dis-
cussions planned only in terms of the constraints imposed by the
substance of what ié to be discussed may fail, at least that what-
ever success such discussions may enjoy is contingently indepen-
dent of the planner‘'s efforts. The data suggest, then, that if
classroom discussion is to be successful -~ that if class discus-
sion is to cffect learning - it must be planned with regard for
the character of the contributors as well as the nature of the
contribution.

POV RS
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MOTES

This study was c¢onceived by Herbert A. Thelen, Professor of
Education, The University of Chicago, and principal investi-
gator under a grant to the Social Science Education Consortium.
It was carried out and written with his counsel. It could rnot
have been completed without the formal and substantive contri-~
butions of John Fatrick, teacher of social studies in The
Univexrsity of Chicago Laboratory School.

In The University of Chicago Laboratory Schools, the seventh
and eighth grades are combined in a single year of study - the
prefreshman year - after which students enter high school as
freshmen. Prefreshmen. then azre between 12 and 13 years old.

Caught up - as he often was - in the excitement of his stu-
dents as thev discovered and developed new ways of thinking
about what they already knew, John Patrick forgot to follow up
most Of the contributions to the discussion in this second
class with a signal that judgments of the usefulness of the
contrikbution were to Lbe made. The writer would not have had
it otherwisez.

This description has been developed, with slight modification,
from a report of an earlier study in the same class, also done
under a grant to the SSEC.

These operation recorders (called event-recorders here) were
manufactured by Esterline~Angus as Model AW.

The record chart {(called paper tape here) was manufactured
specially for Esterline-Angus's operation recorders and car-
ries the following model number: 1740-X.

Two Of the total number of 21 students in the class were
absent. (Button-box number 15 was not used.)

The following directions were taken as spoken from a tape.
There has been no editing.

"BEverything in our class period today is going to go on as
usual; we're going tc conduct a usual kind of discussion,
except that we're going to do some things with these boxes.
We’ll be making judgments about this discussion. Ve're going
to be having a written exercice r'onday in which vou'll be
using this information th t you've been working with the last
couple of days; you'll be using that generalization that's on
the board ('™orkers have been more successful in solving their
problems since the 1930's than before that time because of
help from the federal government.'). And today, in preparing
for that written exercise through discussion, I want you to
judge the exteni of which it is useful to you in preparation
for our written exercise on Monday.
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"Now, this is the way that you will make your judgments about
the usefulness of what is said by anyone in class. If the
statement - what is said - is altogether useless, you will
press down once on the red button. Don't do it now;you will
press down once on the red button. If what is said seems to
be useless - it's not altogether useless, but it seems to be
useless - it doesn't have too much value - press down the red
button twice, deliberately, carefully, distinctly, twice. If
what is said seems to be usefuvl, press the other button, the
green button, down twice, deliberately, distinctly, carefully.
If what is said s=ems to be very valuable, very useful, really
helpful to you, then press the green button down once. The
code is on the board - the key is on the board -~ which tells
you what to do.

“Now, do not press any buttons, do not make any judgments, by
pressing buttons, unless I signal you to do so. At points
along the way in our discussion, I will raise my hand like
this (raises hand over head). Whenever I raise my hand, it

is time for vou to mzke these judgments that I have just
instructed you akout. Now, this is to be done individually;
this is to be done independently. fThis making of judgments of
what is said is not to be a group exercise. 5o it will have
value if you kind of cup the box like this {(cups hand around
box on table in front of one of students, all of whom are in a
circle) when you make vour judgment, so that the judgment you
make does not influence your neighbor's judgment. So when you
do make your judgment -~ when you press the button - kind of
cup your hands around the box so that orly you know what judg-
ment you're making."

It concludes with class members asking questions having the
following form: If you wanted to indicate such and such a
judgment, how would you do it?

That instrument, wvhose questions are reproduced below, was
administered by Thomas Hawkes, then a research assistant to
Herbert A. Thelen.

l. Y%ho are your three best friends?

2. Who are three people you don't get along with?

3. Who are three people you would like to play a game with?

4, Among your classmates whom 40 you consider to be good
friends with each other? Below are several spaces to list
the pairs of friends. Do not include yourself.

Questions No. 2, 3, and 4 were not usud; Fn. 2 because of

reticence in answering the question completely or at all;
No. 3 and NMo. 4 because they are only indirectly relevant.

Accordéing to Philip Montag, chairman of the Department of
Social Studies in the Laboratorvy School, the performance of
the student is graded in direct competition with neither his
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own nor others' performance but in relation to standards
derivable from the teacher's view of the nature of the task
and the capability of the student.

Those equivalents are as follows: U=l, S8=2, G, VG, E=3. The
difference between the 2.11 and 2.25 reported is more than
accounted for by the student who received 14 negative
responses; computing group averages without him reverses the
relationship ~ 2.30 for those receiving more negative
responses, 2,25 for those receiving fewer.

The data used here were recorded in the students' cumulative
folders in Farch, 1965: the instrument was administered
shortly before.

The Hemwon-Nelson, Crade 6-9 Form A, was administered in
January, 1965,

When this average is computed without the lowest IQ (102),
earned incidentally by the boy who received the most negative
responses (14), it is 123.3.

Justifying such weights is an assumption that best friends
spring to mind - and are hence listed - according to the mag-
nitude of “"bestness.”
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